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We are providing this evaluation report for review and comment. We
considered management comments on a draft of this report in preparing the final
report. Finding paragraphs A and B were revised based on comments from the Joint
Staff.

The Navy, the Air Force, and the Marine Corps comments on the draft report
conformed to the requirements of DoD Directive 7650.3, and left no unresolved issues.
Therefore, no additional comments are required from the Services. Based on
comments from the Air Force, we deleted the Air Force from Recommendation A. 1.c.

The Joint Staff did not provide the anticipated completion date of the study
planned in response to Recommendation B. 1., nor a concurrence or nonconcurrence
with the potential monetary benefits. We request the Director, Joint Staff provide
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We appreciate the courtesies extended to the evaluation staff. Questions on the
evaluation should be directed to Ms. Judith Heck, at (703) 604-9575 (DSN 664-9575),
e-mail address jheck@dodig.osd.mil. See Appendix E for the report distribution. The
evaluation team members are listed inside the back cover.
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Office of the Inspector General, DoD
Report No. 98-156 June 16, 1998

(Project No. 7RB-9038)

Joint Professional Military Education
Phase H

Executive Summary

Introduction. The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986 (Goldwater-Nichols Act) requires DoD to establish joint billets and develop a
program of joint education. Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) is that
portion of professional military education which concentrates on the instruction of joint
matters. JPME consists of a two-phase military educational requirement. Phase I is
incorporated into the curriculum taught to officers at Service-operated staff colleges.
The Phase II program deals with integrated strategic deployment, employment, and
sustainment of air, land, sea, space, and special operations forces with an emphasis on
joint planning. The primary institution tasked with teaching JPME Phase H is the
Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC). The Industrial College of the Armed Forces and
the National War College also provide both JPME Phase I and Phase 1T for senior-level
officers. The Goldwater-Nichols Act also requires DoD to periodically review and
revise the curriculum of each JPME school to enhance the education and training of
officers in joint matters. Subsequent legislation mandates that the primary course at the
AFSC be at least 3 months long. Of 9,317 joint billets identified in 1997, the
Goldwater-Nichols Act requires that half (4,659 billets) must be filled by joint specialty
officers or nominees.

Evaluation Objectives. The evaluation objective was to determine whether the JPME
Phase H program was meeting the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. We
assessed the Services' processes for assignment of officers to JPME Phase II and their
management of joint officer assignments. In addition, we evaluated the role of the
AFSC in the education of joint officers and the development of joint specialty officers.
We did not, however, review or analyze the content of the JPME Phase HI curriculum.
We reviewed management controls relative to the evaluation objectives.

Evaluation Results. DoD established a joint educational program and joint officer
management policies as required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act. However, in
November 1997, there was a shortfall of 189 JPME Phase I graduates in joint billets.
This shortfall limited the number of JPME Phase H-trained officers required by the
Goldwater-Nichols Act (Finding A).

The length of the JPME Phase I 12-week course at the AFSC needs to be reevaluated
while maintaining the quality of the education. The length of the course is mandated
by Title 10, United States Code, Section 663 (10 U.S.C. 663). Reducing the length of
the course and adding another course at the AFSC could result in an increased
throughput of approximately 200 or more students annually (Finding B).

Lower per diem costs could be realized if the JPME Phase II course length is reduced.
See Part I for a discussion of the evaluation results and Appendix D for a summary of
potential benefits.



Management Controls. The management controls we reviewed were effective in that
we found no material weaknesses. See Appendix A for details on the management
control program.

Summary of Recommendations. We recommend that Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps personnel managers maximize the practice of sending officers to the AFSC en
route to joint billets. We also recommend that the Navy, the Air Force, and the
Marine Corps, schedule officers, who attend the AFSC after reporting to their joint
billets, as early as possible within the first year of their joint assignments. Further, we
recommend that the Navy and the Marine Corps aggressively use alternate student lists
for JPME Phase II to take advantage of any seats vacated. We recommend that the
Navy send more officers to joint assignments after they attend the AFSC. We
recommend that the Director, Joint Staff, designate a single point of contact to
coordinate last minute JPME Phase II course substitutions. We also recommend that
the Director, Joint Staff, examine the JPME Phase II course and determine how much
it can be shortened while still maintaining the quality of joint education and achieving
the desired benefits of multi-Service acculturation. Further, we recommend that the
Director, Joint Staff, confirm combatant commanders' support for a shortened JPME
Phase II course at the next commanders' conference and determine what change to
10 U.S.C. 663 is deemed necessary.

Management Comments. The Navy stated that it established a priority assignment
policy, giving AFSC seats to officers en route to or within the first year of their joint
assignments. It will aggressively pursue sending officers to JPME Phase II within the
first year of their joint assignments, and will make every effort to detail AFSC
graduates to joint activities. The Air Force stated that it improved its number of joint
officers attending en route to the AFSC and will continue to maximize this practice.
Further, the Air Force is sending 81 percent of its officers to the school within the first
year of their joint assignments, and will continue to make that a priority. The
Marine Corps stated that it will fill as many quotas as possible with officers en route to
their joint assignments. It is, however, limited by organizations who are unwilling to
accept a 3-month gap in a position. Further, the Marine Corps will make every effort
to schedule officers for the AFSC within the first year of their joint tours and will
continue to aggressively use standby lists. The Joint Staff stated that it designated a
single point of contact (J-7) to coordinate substitutions at the school. Further, it is
reviewing all JPME objectives, course length, faculty, and instructive modes, and will
coordinate recommendations with the combatant commanders. We received unsolicited
comments from the U.S. Central Command and the U.S. Pacific Command. Both
commands agreed with sending officers to the AFSC en route to joint billets and
supported a reduction in course length. See Part I for a discussion of the comments
and Part III for the full text of the comments.

Evaluation Response. The Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps comments on the
draft report were responsive. However, we request that the Director, Joint Staff
provide the anticipated completion date of the study planned in response to the
recommendation to shorten courses and a concurrence or nonconcurrence with potential
monetary benefits by August 17, 1998.
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Part I - Evaluation Results



Evaluation Background

Introduction. Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) is that portion of
professional military education which concentrates on the instruction of joint
matters. It is geared toward providing officers with a broad base of joint
professional knowledge and developing officers with experience and education
to improve strategic and operational capabilities of joint forces. JPME consists
of a two-phase military educational requirement. Phase I is incorporated into
the curriculum taught to officers at Service-operated staff colleges. Phase HI is
the follow-on portion of that educational process and complements Phase I. The
Phase 11 program deals with integrated strategic deployment, employment, and
sustainment of air, land, sea, space, and special operations forces with an
emphasis on joint planning. The main provider of Phase II education is the
Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC) in Norfolk, Virginia. Both phases of
JPME are available for senior-level military personnel at the Industrial College
of the Armed Forces and the National War College, both located at Fort
McNair, Washington, D.C. The three colleges have the capacity of graduating
an average of 1,200 officers with JPME Phase II education each year.

Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. In
1986, Congress passed the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act (Goldwater-Nichols Act). The Goldwater-Nichols Act
requires DoD to establish joint billets and to develop a program of joint
education. It tasks the Secretary of Defense, with advice from the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), to enhance the education and training of
certain officers in joint matters and to periodically review and revise joint
curriculum.

Professional Military Education Panel. In 1987, Congress established a
working group, the Professional Military Education Panel (the Skelton Panel),
chaired by Congressman Ike Skelton of Missouri, to determine how DoD was
implementing the JPME requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The
Skelton Panel issued a report in April 1989 recommending a two-phase
approach to JPME, with Phase I accomplished at the intermediate Service
colleges and Phase II at the AFSC. The panel also recommended that the
Phase II course be 3 months in length. Before April 1989, the AFSC was
teaching the 6-month Joint Combined Staff Officer School primarily for
lieutenant commanders and majors, graduating two classes each year. In 1990,
the AFSC adjusted its program to comply with congressional requirements for
JPME. The AFSC revised its curriculum by replacing the 6-month course with
a two-level curriculum (intermediate and senior) to provide Phase IT joint
education. Intermediate-level officers completed a 9-week curriculum while
senior officers were in a 5-week JPME Phase 11 curriculum. In 1991, the
intermediate course was expanded to 12 weeks. In 1994, the senior course was
also expanded to 12 weeks.

Joint Policy Guidance. The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires DoD to establish
joint officer management policies. DoD Directive 1300.19, "DoD Joint Officer
Management Program," September 9, 1997, and DoD Instruction 1300.20,
"DoD Joint Officer Management Program Procedures," December 20, 1996,

2



provide the required guidance, assigning overall responsibility for the
monitoring of the Joint Officer Management Program to the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Force Management Policy). Additionally, the CJCS has specific
responsibility for implementing Office of the Secretary of Defense policies
regarding the Joint Officer Management Program and for formulating policies
for training and educating Armed Forces personnel. The CJCS issued an
implementing instruction, CJCS Instruction 1800.01, "Officer Professional
Military Education Policy," March 1, 1996, which promulgates policies,
procedures, objectives, and responsibilities for professional military education
of officers.

Joint Staff. Although the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management
Policy) has overall responsibility for the management of the Joint Officer
Management Program, the Joint Staff is tasked with implementing the program.
Two Joint Staff directorates, the Director for Manpower and Personnel (J-1) and
the Director for Operational Plans and Interoperability (J-7), play important
roles in the Joint Officer Management Program. The J-1 maintains the database
for joint personnel and coordinates with the Services on selection of personnel
to become joint specialty officers (JSOs). The J-7 has overall responsibility for
oversight and accreditation of the military college system.

National Defense University. The parent organization of the colleges
providing JPME Phase II is the National Defense University, located at Fort
McNair, Washington, D.C. Three National Defense University colleges
provide JPME Phase II to military officers: the AFSC, the Industrial College
of the Armed Forces, and the National War College. The AFSC offers
two JPME Phase II courses, both 12 weeks long: an intermediate course for
junior-level commanders, lieutenant commanders, junior-level lieutenant
colonels, and majors; and a senior course for colonels, captains, senior-level
lieutenant colonels, and senior-level commanders. The intermediate course is
offered four times each year and graduates an average of 200 students per class.
The senior course is offered three times each year and graduates an average of
30 students per class. The Industrial College of the Armed Forces and the
National War College provide a 10-month curriculum for senior-level officers
and graduate approximately 300 students per year; their graduates are certified
as having met the requirements of both IPME Phase I and Phase H.

Role of the Services. Personnel centers for the Services play the central role in
assigning officers to joint billets and in selecting officers for JPME Phase II.
Each Service has a separate, dedicated branch to oversee joint officer matters.
The Services are responsible for selecting personnel to attend JPME Phase II
and for assigning personnel to follow-on joint duty. The Services are
responsible for managing assignments to ensure the DoD is in compliance with
the Goldwater-Nichols Act requirements by maximizing the temporary duty
(TDY) assignment of personnel to the AFSC when they are en route to their
joint assignment (TDY en route) so that key jobs at joint organizations are not
left vacant. In accordance with CJCS Instruction 1800.01, an officer who
cannot attend TDY en route, due to the limited capacity of the AFSC, should be
sent TDY to attend the course within the first year of the joint tour and then
returned to duty (TDY and return). Given these constraints, Joint Staff
procedures encourage each Service component responsible for assigning
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personnel to JPME Phase I1 to maintain a standby list to fill those seats that
might otherwise go vacant. See Appendix C for a description of Service
selection and coordination procedures for JPME Phase II.

Joint Duty Assignment List. The Joint Duty Assignment List (JDAL) is a
consolidated list of joint duty assignment billets approved by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy). Billets on the JDAL are
those positions in a multi-Service activity that involve the employment or
support of the air, land, or sea forces of at least two of the three Military
Departments. Throughout 1997, the JDAL fluctuated between 9,172 and
9,359 joint billets.

Joint Specialty Officers. The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires DoD to fill
50 percent of JDAL billets with JSOs or JSO nominees. Officers eligible to be
designated JSOs have completed both phases of JPME and have served a full
tour in a billet on the JDAL. The Military Departments review the records of
officers who meet the criteria and recommend officers to the Secretary of
Defense for final designation as JSOs. Officers serving in joint billets who have
completed both phases of JPME are considered JSO nominees. Additionally,
officers serving in up to 12 1/2 percent of JDAL billets who possess a critical
occupational specialty are also considered JSO nominees, regardless of whether
or not they have completed JPME Phase II. Each Service has the responsibility
of ensuring that 50 percent of JDAL billets are filled with JSOs or nominees.

Evaluation Objectives

The evaluation objective was to determine whether the JPME Phase II program
was meeting the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. We assessed the
Services' processes for assignment of officers to JPME Phase II and their
management of joint officer assignments. In addition, we evaluated the role of
the AFSC in the education of joint officers and the development of JSOs.
Finally, we reviewed management controls relative to the evaluation objectives.
Appendix A describes the evaluation scope and methodology and the results of
the review of management controls. Appendix B summarizes prior coverage
related to the evaluation objective. Appendix C provides additional background
information pertaining to the evaluation.
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint
Professional Military Education
Phase U Graduates
In November 1997, there was a shortfall of 189 JPME Phase U
graduates in joint billets. Factors contributing to this shortfall were the
timing of attendance, the assignment of Navy graduates to other than
joint billets, the empty seats caused by late withdrawals, and the
throughput at the Armed Forces Staff College due to its limited capacity.
This shortfall limited the number of JPME Phase fl-trained officers
required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

Requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act

DoD was meeting the Goldwater-Nichols Act requirement to establish policies,
procedures, and practices for officers oriented and trained toward joint matters.
However, not enough officers assigned to joint billets were being sent to JPME
Phase II prior to or during a joint assignment. The Goldwater-Nichols Act
requirement that 50 percent of JDAL billets must be filled by JSOs or nominees
was not being met.

Capacity of the JPME Phase H Institutions

The AFSC provides the largest number of IPME Phase II graduates. The
annual capacity of its intermediate program is 810 students, and the annual
capacity of its senior program is 90 students. If filled to maximum capacity,
and with a 100 percent completion rate, the AFSC could graduate 900 students
each year. Annually, the capacity of the Industrial College of the Armed
Forces and the National War College is approximately 300. The Goldwater-
Nichols Act requires that more than 50 percent of the graduates of the Industrial
College of the Armed Forces and the National War College be sent to joint
billets following graduation. Combined, the three colleges can graduate enough
JPME Phase II graduates to fill half of all JDAL billets.

Number of JPME Phase H Graduates. There was a shortfall of officers in
joint billets who were JPME Phase II graduates. In November 1997, the JDAL
consisted of 9,317 joint billets. The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires that 4,659
of those billets be filled by JSOs or nominees. As of November 1997, only
4,470 joint billets were filled by JSOs or nominees; 189 billets DoD-wide that
required JPME Phase 1I graduates were not appropriately filled. During the
year 1997, the number of JDAL billets fluctuated from 9,172 to 9,359. When
the JDAL had 9,172 billets, the shortfall was 88. The Army was the only
Service that consistently met the Goldwater-Nichols Act requirements for
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase U Graduates

filling 50 percent of its joint billets with JSOs or nominees. The Air Force
generally met the requirements for filling 50 percent of its joint billets with
JSOs or nominees in 1997.

Shortfall Factors

We attributed the shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates to four factors: the
timing of attendance; the assignment of Navy graduates to other than joint
billets; the empty seats caused by late withdrawals; and the throughput at the
AFSC due to its limited capacity.

Timing of Attendance. To take full advantage of their joint education and to
ensure compliance with the Goldwater-Nichols Act, officers being sent to joint
billets should attend JPME Phase II as early as possible. The CJCS
Instruction 1800.01 states that, optimally, officers should complete their joint
education prior to or within the first year of their joint assignments. However,
limited course availability at the AFSC and Service assignment priorities
precluded most officers assigned to joint billets from going to the JPME
Phase II course TDY en route. Officers who attend the AFSC TDY en route
subsequently count as JPME Phase U graduates for the entire 36-month joint
tour. In academic year 1996, 264 officers (30 percent) who completed JPME
Phase II at the AFSC were TDY en route. In academic year 1997, 280
(33 percent) were TDY en route.

For officers attending the AFSC in a TDY and return status, the sooner they
attend, the longer they will count as a JSO nominee in a joint billet. In
academic year 1996, only 345 officers attending in a TDY and return status
completed JPME Phase II within the first year of their joint assignment;
231 attended after their first year. In academic year 1997, only 272 TDY and
return officers completed JPME Phase II within their first year; 241 attended
after their first year. Services and joint activities are required to schedule and
release joint officers for course attendance as early in their joint tours as
possible within the first year. The purpose is to maximize the use of education
in joint assignments and to facilitate Service compliance with statutory
requirements. However, Service personnel managers reported they had minimal
influence over the release of officers by the combatant commands or other joint
agencies. Although the Services are responsible for joint officer education,
their control is limited if the organization to which the officer is assigned holds
the authority to release the officer to attend the AFSC JPME Phase II course.

Assignment to Joint Billets. Assigning AFSC graduates to non-joint billets
contributed to the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates filling JDAL billets. In
academic year 1996, the Navy sent 40 (19 percent) of its JPME Phase II
graduates to non-joint billets. In academic year 1997, the Navy sent 34
(18 percent) of its graduates to non-joint billets.

Late Withdrawals. Late withdrawals of officers from the JPME Phase II
attendance list at the AFSC resulted in unfilled course seats. Late withdrawals
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase H Graduates

were made by the joint activities to which officers were assigned. Efforts had
recently been concentrated on achieving 100 percent capacity at the AFSC;
however, only 241 of the 246 seats were filled in the September 1997 JPME
Phase II course. Three of the four Services did not meet their quotas for filling
seats. Organizations to which the officers were assigned withdrew a total of
28 officers less than 45 days prior to the course start date. Operational
necessity and mission requirements were the key reasons cited by the
organizations making the withdrawals. Substitutions were made for the
majority of the 28 withdrawals. The Air Force made the most aggressive and
effective use of its standby list, as evidenced by the Air Force filling
100 percent of its quota for academic year 1997 and filling vacant seats of other
Services. Although CJCS Instruction 1800.01 authorizes the president of the
National Defense University to reallocate unfilled university spaces, that level
of control is not practical, and organizations involved in the scheduling process
stated it was not clear which office adjudicates the question of moving unfilled
billets from one Service to another.

Seats at the AFSC are highly sought after by other officers serving in joint
assignments, and there is a pool of officers assigned to joint billets who have
not had the opportunity to attend JPME Phase II. Every course that had vacant
seats not only decreased the cost-effectiveness of the AFSC, but also contributed
to the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates.

Limited Capacity. The capacity of the AFSC was a significant factor in the
shortage of JPME Phase II graduates. Less than half of all officers assigned to
joint billets had attended JPMB Phase II. Increased throughput at the AFSC
could be achieved by reducing the length of the JPME Phase II course and
adding an additional course, thereby increasing the number of graduates by
approximately 200 to 225 annually. Increasing throughput at the AFSC would
potentially eliminate the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates. Course length is
addressed separately in Finding B.

Pilot Notification Program

In 1997, the Joint Staff, in conjunction with the AFSC, established a pilot
notification program to improve throughput by improving the process for
coordinating course attendance. The program involves a sequence of
coordination messages at specific intervals prior to course starting dates. Late
changes to the attendance list are required to be fully justified and coordinated
with the AFSC and the Joint Staff. A goal of this program is to maximize the
number of officers who attend the course TDY en route, as opposed to attending
the course TDY and return. The coordination process improved and resulted in
more filled seats; however, problems still existed with the attendance since the
September 1997 course had five unfilled seats. Increased coordination among
the Services, combatant commands, and other organizations is expected to
further improve the scheduling process and attendance.
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase HI Graduates

JDAL Validation

A review and reevaluation of the JDAL by the Joint Duty Assignment List
Validation Board began in June 1996. The purpose of the review is to assess the
joint content of JDAL positions, to validate current positions, and to consider
the appropriateness of including new positions on the JDAL. Further, the
review is to ensure the JDAL is the proper size to meet the criteria and intent of
the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The review is an ongoing process instituted by the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, that
continually modifies the JDAL. In April 1996, the number of billets on the
JDAL was 9,349; at the end of 1997, the JDAL was 9,247. The number of
billets on the JDAL affects the number of JPME Phase II graduates required.

Conclusion

The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires that 50 percent of the billets on the JDAL
be filled with officers who meet specific qualifications, including educational
requirements. The AFSC and Joint Staff implemented a program to address
shortfalls caused by late withdrawals. Their continued efforts to address that
factor as well as efforts aimed at other factors will be vital to eliminating the
shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates. Additionally, more officers should attend
JPME Phase II en route to their joint assignments; officers who do not attend
the course en route should be sent as early as possible within the first year of
their joint tours; and graduates of JPME Phase II should subsequently be
assigned to a joint billet. In order to maintain a pool of qualified of cers to
comply with the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, DoD must
maintain a continuing flow of personnel into the joint community; ensure that
they take the JPME courses required by law and DoD policies; and assign those
officers to joint billets on the JDAL. Even if the JDAL validation reduces the
number of joint billets, the goal of DoD should be to fill as many joint billets as
feasible with JPME Phase 11 graduates to benefit from their educational
experience.

Management Comments on Finding and Evaluation Response

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff did not agree with the last sentence of
the draft report finding paragraph, regarding the shortage of JPME Phase H
graduates which limited the level of joint expertise. The Joint Staff stated that
the current management system report indicates that JDAL positions are filled
with 53 percent JSOs and JSO nominees.

Evaluation Response. After a review of the Joint Staff comments, we revised
the last sentence of Finding A.
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Graduates

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Evaluation
Response

A.1. We recommend that:

a. The Chief of Naval Personnel, the Commander, Air Force
Personnel Center and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls
and procedures to maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed
Forces Staff College en route to a joint billet.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred and indicated it will review and revise,
as appropriate, all policies and directives pertaining to follow-on joint duty
assignments to emphasize maximum use of AFSC quotas en route to joint
billets. It will complete review of the policy by September 30, 1998.

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with the intent of the
recommendation, stating that it is maximizing the practice of sending officers
TDY en route to the AFSC, and has improved by 3 percent the overall number
of officers attending en route over the last 3 years. It will continue to send
officers TDY en route, but the number of officers sent TDY en route is affected
by assignment reporting dates and scheduled classes, over which the Air Force
has little control.

Marine Corps Comments. The Marine Corps concurred, stating that it
executes its assignments to joint duty during the summer months and fills as
many of those AFSC seats as possible with officers TDY en route. The Marine
Corps is limited, however, by parent organizations whose requirements do not
always coincide with joint training requirements, and who are unwilling to
accept a 3-month gap in a position without benefit of a turnover. The Marine
Corps indicated that it will continue to send officers TDY en route within the
constraints that arise from the requirements of the parent organizations.

b. The Chief of Naval Personnel, the Commander, Air Force
Personnel Center, and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, schedule officers who attend the
Armed Forces Staff College after reporting to their joint assignments as
early as possible within the first year of those joint assignments.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred, stating that it has established an
assignment policy giving priority for AFSC seats to officers en route to or
within their first year of joint activities. Further, the Navy will establish
procedures by September 30, 1998, to systematically notify joint activities of
officers lacking JPME Phase H.

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with the intent of the
recommendation, stating that it is sending 81 percent of its officers to AFSC
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Graduates

within the first year of their joint assignments. The Air Force continues to
make that the priority after those officers who attend AFSC TDY en route to
their new joint positions.

Marine Corps Comments. The Marine Corps concurred, stating that, although
its intention was to send 100 percent of its officers to the AFSC JPME Phase II
course within the first year of the joint duty assignment, it was not always able
to do so. The joint organizations to which the officers were assigned have not
always agreed to release them. The Marine Corps, however, will make every
effort to schedule officers for the AFSC within the first year of their joint tours.

c. The Chief of Naval Personnel and the Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, aggressively
use standby lists of alternate students to fill any seats vacated.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred, stating that it will include this
recommendation in the procedures it plans to complete by September 30, 1998.

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with the intent of our
recommendation, stating that it already complies.

Evaluation Response. We agree with the Air Force comments, and therefore,
have removed the Air Force as an addressee of this recommendation.

Marine Corps Comments. The Marine Corps concurred, stating that it has
and will continue to aggressively use its standby list to ensure it fills as many of
the quotas as possible. In each of the last 3 years, the Marine Corps surpassed
its total allocation of officers attending the AFSC.

A.2. We recommend that the Chief of Naval Personnel take steps needed
to ensure that more officers are assigned to joint billets following
attendance at the Armed Forces Staff College.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred, stating that it will review its
assignment policy and make every effort to detail AFSC graduates to joint
activities to the maximum extent possible. The review will be completed no
later than September 30, 1998.

A.3. We recommend the Director, Joint Staff, in order to reduce late
withdrawals and prevent empty seats at the Joint Professional Military
Education Phase I0 courses at the Armed Forces Staff College, designate a
single point of contact to coordinate last minute substitutions.

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff neither concurred nor nonconcurred,
but stated that action has been taken through a February 1998 revision to CJCS
Instruction 1800.01.

Evaluation Response. The Joint Staff comments are responsive to our
recommendation.
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Finding B. Joint Professional Military
Education Phase II Course Length
The length of the JPME Phase H 12-week course needs to be reevaluated
while maintaining the quality of the education. The current course
length is mandated by congressional legislation. Reduced course length
and an added class would increase JPME Phase II graduates at AFSC by
approximately 200 to 225 students annually.

Background

Purpose of the JPME Phase H Course. The purpose of the JPME Phase H
course is to educate and provide a pool of officers trained in joint matters and to
develop JSOs. The course is designed to build the joint perspective, with an
emphasis on providing officers with expertise in the integrated strategic
deployment, employment, and sustainment of air, land, sea, space, and special
operations forces. The development of a two-phase program for JPME was
recommended by the Skelton Panel in 1989, as previously discussed. In 1991,
Congress amended 10 U.S.C. 663 to require that the principal course of
instruction at the APSC, JPME Phase II, be no less than 3 months.

Acculturation. Another purpose of the AFSC JPME Phase II course is the
acculturation of its students. For the duration of the course, students study,
live, and work together. Every effort is made to intermingle students from the
different Services in all aspects of the program. The seminars, living
arrangements, and participation in social activities and sports are designed to
facilitate understanding of the other Services' perspectives and methods of
operation. This acculturation process has been in place since 1991, when the
AFSC expanded the JPME Phase II intermediate course to 12 weeks.

Course Length Could Be Shortened

Joint Maturation. Students arriving for the JPME Phase IU course have
increased knowledge of joint warfighting methodology and multi-Service
doctrine. An unquantifiable number of students have been exposed to jointness
through participation in joint operations ranging from Operation Desert Storm in
Southwest Asia to Operation Joint Endeavor in Bosnia. JPME Phase I also
exposes students to joint warfighting methodology and multi-Service doctrine.
This "joint maturation" in JPME Phase I creates students with a much broader
knowledge and a greater appreciation of the other Services' capabilities.

Combatant Command Responses. Personnel at all nine combatant commands
reported the JPME Phase II program at the AFSC was too long. While they did
not want to sacrifice the quality of joint education provided at the AFSC, they
indicated the current 12-week JPME Phase II course could be shortened to 8
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Finding B. Joint Professional Military Education Phase I Course Length

or 9 weeks, while still maintaining the same quality of joint education.
Personnel at the combatant commands indicated the 12-week course length was
a factor in their reluctance to release officers to attend the course. That
reluctance was shared by other joint organizations, contributing to the shortage
of JPME Phase II graduates. A shorter course would have less impact on
organizations' missions, cause less disruption, and decrease gaps of critical
personnel, especially in cases where the attendees are in positions that have only
one person to do a specific job. Organizations withdrawing students from the
attendance list within days of a course's starting date significantly contributed to
the shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates, as discussed in Finding A.

Graduate Responses. We interviewed 58 JPME Phase II graduates of AFSC
who were serving in joint billets and 31 supervisors of graduates at the
combatant commands and the Joint Staff: 66 out of those 89 individuals
(74 percent) indicated that the JPME Phase II course at the AFSC was too long
and that the course objectives could be attained in a shorter period of time.
Overall, they agreed the course was beneficial and particularly helpful in
understanding how their counterparts in the other Services operated.

Operational Impact. Most officers attended the 12-week JPME Phase II
course at the AFSC after they began their joint assignments (61 percent of
attendees in academic year 1997). Joint assignments are normally for
36 months, so time spent at the JPME Phase II course could account for
approximately 8 percent of an officer's joint tour. A shorter JPME Phase II
course would take less time from an officer's joint assignment, while also
allowing the AFSC to offer one additional course each year, increasing the
opportunity for more officers to attend JPME Phase II. The billets many joint
officers fill are operational and warfighting jobs essential to the organizations.
The more time JPME Phase II graduates can spend performing the duties of
their joint assignments, the higher the operational readiness of their
organizations.

Course Length Could be Shortened. With operational impact in mind, and
based on questionnaire responses and our interviews, we believe the need for a
12-week JPME Phase II course no longer exists and that a shorter JPME
Phase II course would better serve the students and the organizations to which
they are assigned. The AFSC agreed with our recommendation to capture data
on the issue directly from JPME Phase II graduates and modified its graduate
feedback questionnaire accordingly.

Reducing Course Length and Increasing Throughput

Reducing the course length of JPME Phase II at the AFSC would require a
change in 10 U.S.C. 663, which requires the principal course of instruction at
the AFSC to be no less than 3 months. A reduction in the course length from
12 weeks to 8 or 9 weeks would result in an increase in productive time;
commands would be able to use their joint officers for more of their tours.
Additionally, a reduction in course length would allow the AFSC to increase the
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number of JPME Phase II intermediate courses from four to five per year. That
could increase the annual throughput of the AFSC by approximately 200 to 225
officers, a possible 25 percent increase, thereby increasing the number of
opportunities for the combatant commands and other joint organizations to
educate more of their joint staffs. Another impact of the changes would be to
eliminate the shortfall of IPME Phase U graduates, bringing DoD in compliance
with the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

Potential Economies and Efficiencies

Facing reduced resources, the DoD can realize some fiscal economies if the
JPME Phase II course at the AFSC could be shortened without sacrificing the
quality of education. Reducing the AFSC JPME Phase II course length would
result in a reduction in the overall cost of educating each graduate. The
Services would have lower per diem costs, including lodging and meal
allowance for each JPME Phase II student. Reducing the course length to
8 weeks would reduce overall per diem costs by $1,529 per person. Even
adding another class of 200 to 225 officers to the AFSC schedule, DoD would
still realize $700,000 to $775,000 in funds put to better use annually in the form
of lowered per diem costs. The amount would be somewhat reduced by the
additional transportation costs of $95,000 to $107,000 annually (approximately
$475 per person) and would result in funds put to better use in the amount of
$593,000 to $680,000. Based on the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP), that
could amount from $3.6 million to $4.1 million for DoD over a 6-year period.
The overall amount of reduced expenditures would be changed if the course
were reduced to 9 weeks instead of 8 weeks. A reduction in course length to
9 weeks would result in funds put to better use in the amount of $163,000 to
$259,000 annually considering lowered per diem costs and additional
transportation costs. See Appendix D for further details.

Conclusion

Personnel at combatant commands and recent graduates of the Armed Forces
Staff College indicated the JPME Phase II course of instruction at the AFSC
was too long and that the benefits of the course could be achieved with the same
quality results in a shorter period of time. A shorter course would reduce
impact on the combatant commands and other joint organizations, and critical
operational and warfighting jobs would not be gapped for as long a period of
time. Some economies and efficiencies could be achieved in the cost of sending
an officer to the AFSC, resulting in a reduction of per diem costs by 33 percent
for each officer, if the course length were reduced to 8 weeks.
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Management Comments on Finding and Evaluation Response

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff did not agree with the first sentence of
the finding paragraph, regarding course length. Input from the President,
National Defense University and the Commandant, AFSC included in comments
from the Joint Staff emphasized that our evaluation did not review or analyze
the content of JPME curriculum.

Evaluation Response. After a review of the Joint Staff comments, we revised
the first sentence of Finding B.

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Evaluation
Response

B.1. We recommend that the Director, Joint Staff, examine the curriculum
and determine how much the Joint Professional Military Education
Phase II course can be shortened without diminishing the quality of joint
education or diminishing the desired benefits of multi-Serice
acculturation.

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff concurred, stating that its Chairman's
Process for Accreditation of Joint Education Team completed a quality
assessment at AFSC. A Joint Staff review is ongoing for all JPME objectives,
course length, faculty and instructive modes, in coordination with the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and Service representatives.

Evaluation Response. The Joint Staff comments were partially responsive.
We request that the Director, Joint Staff provide additional comments regarding
the anticipated completion date of this review, and a concurrence or
nonconcurrence with potential monetary benefits.

B.2. We recommend the Director, Joint Staff, at the next combatant
commanders' conference:

a. Confirm that a reduction in Joint Professional Military
Education Phase II course length is supported by the combatant
commanders and is in the best interests of the joint community.

b. Determine what change to Title 10, United States Code,
Section 663, is deemed necessary.

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff concurred, stating that it is reviewing
JPME Phase II matters, including the future of JPME Phase II. The working
group recommendations will be coordinated with the combatant commanders.
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U.S. Pacific Command and U.S. Central Command Comments. Although
not required to comment, both the U.S. Pacific Command and the
U.S. Central Command supported the finding and recommendations. The
U.S. Pacific Command indicated that it has made the recommendation to
shorten the course three times within the last 3 years, based on feedback from
graduates, and that now may be the time to fine-tune the course. The
U.S. Central Command also indicated that it supports the finding and is in favor
of an 8- or 9-week course. This will increase the time on-station and
productivity of officers concerned, and will significantly increase the number of
officers that can be trained as JSOs.
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Appendix A. Evaluation Process

Scope and Methodology

Scope. The evaluation focused on the effectiveness of the JPME Phase II
program in meeting the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, in
educating joint officers, and in developing JSOs to support joint billets. We did
not review or analyze the content of the JPME Phase H curriculum.

Data Gathering. We obtained and reviewed the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act
and related amendments, DoD policies, CJCS regulations, Service regulations,
and policies and procedures regarding JPME Phase II. We reviewed
documentation provided to us by the Joint Staff, the National Defense
University, the Armed Forces Staff College, and the four Service personnel
centers covering the period of 1995 through 1997. We provided questionnaires
to selected personnel at all nine combatant commands and Service personnel
centers. We interviewed DoD personnel managers, including Service personnel
managers, members of the Joint Staff who have oversight of military education,
and personnel at the National Defense University and the AFSC. We also
interviewed 58 graduates of the AFSC and 31 graduate supervisors at
three combatant commands and the Joint Staff.

Use of Computer-Processed Data. We did not use computer-processed data or
statistical sampling techniques for this evaluation.

Evaluation Type, Dates, and Standards. We performed this program
effectiveness evaluation from June through December 1997 in accordance with
standards issued and implemented by the Inspector General, DoD.
Accordingly, we included those tests of management controls considered
necessary.

Organizations Visited. We visited or contacted individuals and organizations
within the DoD. Further details are available upon request.

Management Control Program

DoD Directive 5010.38, "Management Control (MC) Program," August 26,
1996, requires DoD organizations to implement a comprehensive system of
management controls that provides reasonable assurance that the programs are
operating as intended and to evaluate the adequacy of the controls.
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Scope of Review of the Management Control Program. We reviewed the
adequacy of management control procedures for oversight of the JPME Phase HI
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, and the Services. We
did not review the adequacy of management's self-evaluation of those controls.

Adequacy of Management Controls. Management controls of the JPME
Phase II program were adequate in that we identified no material management
control weaknesses.
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Appendix B. Summary of Prior Coverage

During the last five years, the Inspector General (IG), DoD, issued a report on
the joint manpower process. The General Accounting Office, in response to
Congressional direction, performed a review of the progress made by DoD in
the implementation of recommendations made in the DoD report. Another
report, done under the auspices of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel
and Readiness, studied the potential cost savings from the possible consolidation
of the Services command and staff colleges and war colleges. Additionally, the
Joint Staff requested that RAND conduct an analysis of the size and composition
of the JDAL.

General Accounting Office

General Accounting Office Report No. NSIAD-97-229 (OSD Case
No. 1431), "Joint Manpower Process: Limited Progress Made in
Implementing DoD Inspector General Recommendations," September 19,
1997, was conducted as a follow-up review to IG, DoD, Report No. 96-029,
"Inspection of the Department of Defense Joint Manpower Process,"
November 29, 1995. The IG, DoD, inspection reported significant deficiencies
in DoD joint personnel requirements and management program, and made
recommendations for improvement. The General Accounting Office was
requested by Congress to track the progress of implementing the
recommendations made in the IG, DoD, report. The General Accounting
Office reported that some action was being taken on the recommendations,
including the publication of DoD Instruction 1300.20 and DoD
Directive 1300.19, which provide guidance on joint personnel requirements for
all joint organizations. The General Accounting Office considered that those
actions satisfied the recommendations cited in the IG, DoD, report on this topic.
The General Accounting Office did not make any recommendations to the DoD;
therefore, no response was required. The report notes that DoD provided oral
comments, which generally concurred with its findings.

Inspector General, DoD

IG, DoD, Report No. 96-029, "Inspection of the Department of Defense
Joint Manpower Process," November 29, 1995. The report documents the
inspection of the process used to determine, validate, approve, assign, and
manage manpower at joint organizations. The inspection also assessed the
ability of the Secretary of Defense, the CJCS, and the Secretaries of the
Military Departments to monitor the careers of officers serving in the joint
arena, with emphasis on those officers designated as JSOs. Additionally, the
report covered the processes used to employ Reserve component individual
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mobilization augmentees within joint organizations, to include the provision of
joint training and education needed for select Reserve officers. The report
identified the following systemic deficiencies.

* The processes used to determine manpower requirements for joint
organizations were inadequate.

* The mechanisms used to validate and approve manpower
requirements for joint organizations were inadequate.

e The Services were unable to satisfy the manpower requirements for
joint organizations and were inconsistent in validation procedures and manpower
requirements determination.

* Support from the Secretary of Defense, the CJCS, and Secretaries of
the Military Departments in monitoring the careers of officers serving in joint
billets was inadequate.

• Joint policy, education, and training of Reserve officers assigned to
joint organizations were inadequate.

The report made 17 recommendations. Management concurred, or partially
concurred, with 16 of those recommendations. The Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness proposed an alternative that satisfied the intent of
the other recommendation.

Office of the Secretary of Defense

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, "Consolidation of
War and Staff Colleges Study," March 1994. The Under Secretary of
Defense for Personnel and Readiness, under the direction of Congress, studied
the potential cost savings from consolidation of the Services' command and staff
colleges and war colleges, and those colleges' administration. The team
conducted this study from a view of possible enhancements to joint education
and training that might result from consolidation of these institutions, and a
comparison of savings achieved through vertical integration of administrations
within each Service. At the outset of this study, the team decided to only
review those alternatives with the potential to recover all costs within 5 years of
implementation. The team considered four geographical relocation alternatives
with recommended consolidations, and concluded that geographic relocation for
any of the colleges was not economically viable due to the high cost of new
construction. The team also concluded that professional military education was
a prudent investment as a force multiplier for the safeguarding of our nation.
The team determined that joint colleges provided joint professional competence
in an officer's professional development, and recognized that Service colleges
provided Service-specific professional education. The team concluded that both
joint education and Service-specific education were imperative.
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Joint Staff

RAND, National Defense Research Institute, Paper MR-622-JS,
"Identifying and Supporting Joint Duty Assignments," 1996. The Joint
Staff, Director of Manpower and Personnel, requested RAND conduct an
analysis on alternative policy choices for the size and composition of the JDAL
and for joint officer management. The RAND researchers assessed both how
well the individual Services replenish and rotate officers in and out of joint
billets, and how well the organizations owning the billets manage them. The
analysis produced eight recommendations. Some of the recommendations
included ranking of joint billets on a level of jointness; more objective
methodology for identifying critical billets; and allowing junior officers
(captains and lieutenants) to receive joint credit. As of December 1997, none of
those recommendations had been implemented.
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Appendix C. Service Joint Professional Military
Education Phase H Processes

Timing of Attendance

JPME Phase II course attendance is coordinated among the Services and the
joint organizations to which officers are assigned. The Services select officers
for assignment to joint billets and, based on those selections, determine which
officers are eligible to attend JPME Phase H. The Services then develop
prioritized JPME Phase II attendee lists and coordinate attendance of officers
with the joint activities. Officers are then scheduled for a JPME Phase H course
and attend TDY en route or TDY and return. In cases where the Services are
unable to fill their quotas, they release unfilled seats to the Joint Staff for
further coordination and potential use by other Services.

Course Selection Processes

Army. The Army has a screening process in place to review the files of
officers eligible to attend JPME Phase II and to be nominated for JSO
designation. The Joint Management Branch, Distribution Division, within the
Officer Personnel Management Directorate at the U.S. Total Army Personnel
Command, is responsible for determining which officers will attend JPME
Phase IH. Officers are selected based on their qualifications and promotion
potential, with attendee lists developed based on priorities. The Director,
Officer Personnel Management Directorate, approves all nominations for joint
positions. The Army attempts to send officers to AFSC TDY en route. When
that is not possible, they coordinate with the joint activities, with emphasis on
releasing officers to attend JPME II within the first year of the joint assignment.
Ultimately, however, the release authority rests with the joint activities, limiting
the Army's control. The Army was the only Service that consistently met the
Goldwater-Nichols Act requirement to fill at least 50 percent of its joint billets
with JSOs or JSO nominees throughout 1997.

Navy. The Navy's Special Assistant for Joint Matters, Distribution
Department, Distribution Management, Allocation, Resources and Procedures
Division under the Chief of Naval Personnel, is responsible for monitoring joint
duty assignments and assigning quotas for JPME Phase H. The course
attendance lists are developed based on priorities, with first priority going to
those officers who are en route to their joint assignments and second priority to
those officers who are in the first year of their joint tours. Priorities are based
on guidance contained in CJCS Instruction 1800.01. All school requests are
forwarded to the office of the Special Assistant for Joint Matters from Navy
assignment officers or joint organizations to which the joint officers are
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assigned. The Navy had the highest percentage of personnel sent to the AFSC
TDY en route, with 43 percent in academic year 1996 and 48 percent in
academic year 1997.

Air Force. Two offices within the Air Force handle joint matters: the Joint
Officer Management Branch at the Air Force Personnel Center, San Antonio,
Texas, and the Air Force Colonel Matters Office (the Colonels' Group) in the
Pentagon. The Air Force Personnel Center manages Air Force-controlled joint
billets for lieutenant colonels and majors, and determines which of those
officers will attend JPME Phase II. The center reviews and ranks the
nominations according to priorities, based on Joint Staff and statutory criteria.
Priority is given to officers who attend the AFSC TDY en route. The
remaining seats are filled through nominations from joint organizations. The
Colonels' Group manages Air Force joint billets for colonels and uses similar
criteria for selection.

Marine Corps. The Officer Assignments Branch within the Manpower and
Reserve Affairs Department, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, has sole
responsibility for determining which officers will attend JPME Phase II. It
designates 39 officers per year to attend the AFSC JPME Phase II intermediate
course in the year following their completion of an Intermediate Service School.
Officer designations are based on filling critical billets on the JDAL and
consider officers' qualifications, promotion potential, and military occupational
specialties. The Marine Corps' intent is to identify promising officers, before
they attend an Intermediate Service School, for the purpose of growing and
maintaining a pool of officers suitably qualified to be assigned as JSOs to
various critical joint duty assignments within the Marine Corps. Officers are
then chosen for subsequent attendance at the AFSC and a follow-on joint
assignment.
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Appendix D. Summary of Potential Benefits

Recommendation Amount or
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit

A. L.a., A. 1.b., Program Results. Greater use of JPME II Nonmonetary.
and A.2. graduates during a typical 36-month joint

assignment.

A. l.c. and Program Results and Economy and Nonmonetary.
A.3. Efficiency. Reduces last minute student

withdrawals and increases annual attendance.

B. 1. and B.2. Program Results and Economy and Nonmonetary.
Efficiency. Increases number of graduates by
200 to 225 annually.

Program Results and Economy and Funds put to better use:
Efficiency. Reduces per diem costs (offset ranging from $593,000
by added transportation costs) as a result of to $680,000 annually,
shortening JPME Phase H course at the $3.6 million to
AFSC from 12 to 8 weeks. $4.1 million in 6 years(FYDP).

Program Results and Economy and

Efficiency. Reduces per diem costs (offset by Funds put to better use:
added transportation costs) as a result of ranging from $163,000
shortening JPME Phase II course at the to $259,000 annually,
AFSC from 12 to 9 weeks. $1.0 to $1.6 million in

6 years (FYDP).

The Services' operation
and maintenance
appropriations would
benefit from the funds
put to better use:
2020A - Army,
1804N - Navy,
3400F - Air Force, and
1106N - Marine Corps.

'For calculation of per diem costs, see page 24.
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Calculation of Potential Per Diem Funds Put to Better Use2

Per diem costs for current 12-week course:
900 students annually at $4,531 per student equals $4.08 million each year.

Per diem costs for suggested 8-week course with 200 additional students in added class:
1, 100 students annually at $3,003 per student equals $3.30 million each year.
Funds put to better use - $680,000 annually.

Per diem costs for suggested 8-week course with 225 additional students in added class:
1,125 students annually at $3,003 per student equals $3.37 million each year.
Funds put to better use - $593,000 annually.

Per diem costs for suggested 9-week course with 200 additional students in added class:
1,100 students annually at $3,385 per student equals $3.72 million each year.
Funds put to better use - $259,000 annually.

Per diem costs for suggested 9-week course with 225 additional students in added class:
1,125 students annually at $3,385 per student equals $3.8 million each year.
Funds put to better use - $163,000 annually.

2Funds put to better use have been offset by $475 transportation costs for each
additional student.
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Office of the Secretary of Defense

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
Deputy Chief Financial Officer
Deputy Comptroller (Program/Budget)

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy)

Deputy Assistant Secretary (Military Personnel Policy)
Director, Officer and Enlisted Personnel Management

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs)
Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange

Joint Staff
Director, Joint Staff

Deputy Inspector General
Director for Manpower and Personnel
Director for Operational Plans and Interoperability

Department of the Army

Chief of Staff of the Army
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel

Commander, U.S. Total Army Personnel Command
Director, Officer Personnel Management Directorate

Auditor General, Department of the Army

Department of the Navy

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Chief of Naval Personnel

Special Assistant for Joint Matters
Auditor General, Department of the Navy
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Marine Corps

Commandant of the Marine Corps
Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve Affairs

Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel Management
Inspector General, Office of the Commandant of the Marine Corps

Department of the Air Force

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, Installations and

Environment)
Inspector General, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Chief of Staff, Air Force
Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel

Commander, Air Force Personnel Center
Chief, Assignment and Joint Policy, Air Force Colonel Matters Office

Auditor General, Department of the Air Force
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Commander in Chief, U.S. European Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Central Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Space Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Special Operations Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Transportation Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Strategic Command

Other Defense Organizations

National Defense University
Armed Forces Staff College
Industrial College of the Armed Forces
National War College

Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency
Director, Defense Logistics Agency
Director, National Security Agency

Inspector General, National Security Agency
Inspector General, Defense Intelligence Agency
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Non-Defense Federal Organizations and Individuals

Office of Management and Budget
Technical Information Center, National Security and International Affairs Division,

General Accounting Office

Chairman and ranking minority member of each of the following congressional
committees and subcommittees:

Senate Committee on Appropriations
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
Senate Committee on Armed Services
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
House Committee on Appropriations
House Subcommittee on National Security, Committee on Appropriations
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
House Subcommittee on Government Management, Information, and Technology,

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal

Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
House Committee on National Security
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Department of the Navy Comments
Final Report

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY Of THE NAVY
INANPOWte AND 09SSUVit AFPAIRSI

WA"ISN ONC. D.C. 203150.10O.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR
AUDITING

SUBJECT: DODIG Draft Report: Evaluation Report on Joint
Professional Military Education Phase II, Project
Number "RB-9038 - ACTION MEMORANDUM

I am responding to your memorandum, Attachment 1, concerning
the evaluation to determine whether the JPME Phase II program is
meeting the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

The Navy and Marine Corps responses to the draft audit report
are provided (Attachments 2 & 3). We have carefully reviewed and
concur with the draft report's findings and recommendations. The
Navy and Marine Corps are working closely with OSD and JCS
representatives to ensure the process for assigning Naval
officers to JPME Phase Zl maximizes use of limited quotas.

We have reviewed all directives and policies pertaining to
the assignment officers through Armed Forces Staff College to
ensure that Navy and Marine Corps officers are assigned to joint
billets, fulfilling Goldwater-Nichols requirements. Assignment
policies are in force which have made a positive and lasting
impact toward meeting these requirements.

)

Karen S. Heath
Principal Deputy

Attachments :
DeIleted . DODG memo of 27 February 1998

2. Navy comments on Draft Report
3. Marine Corps comments on Draft Report
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Navy Comments
on

DODIG Draft Report of 27 Fobnrmry 1998
on

Evaluation Report on Joint Professional Military Education Phase II
Project Number 7RB.9038

Summanr of DODIG findinas and recommendations

-DODIG found that In November 1997, there was a shortfall of 189 JPME Phase
II graduates In joint billets. The shortage of officers trained in joint matters limited the
level of expertise required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act (Finding A).

- The Armed Forces Staff College JPME Phase 11 12-week course was too long
and could be shortened without sacrificing the quality of the education. The length of
the course is mandated by Title 10. United States Code, Section 663 (10 U.S.C. 663).
Reducing the length of the course and adding another course during each year at the
Armed Forces Staff College could result in an increased throughput of approximately
200 or more students annually (Finding B).

DODIG recommended the Navy, the Air Force and the Marine Corps Service personnel
managers maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed Forces Staff College
en route to a joint billet; schedule officers who attend the Armed Forces Staff College
after reporting to their joint billets as early as possible In their joint tour; and
aggressively use alternate student lists for JPME Phase 11 to take advantage of any
seats vacated at the Armed Forces Staff College. The DODIG recommended that the
Navy send more officers to joint assignments after they attend the Armed Forces Staff
College. They also recommended that the Director, Joint Staff, designate a single point
of contact to coordinate last minute JPME Phase If course substitutions for the Armed
Forces Staff College. They recommend that the Director, Joint Staff, examine the
JPME Phase II course and determine how much it can be shortened while still
maintaining the quality of joint education and achieving the desired benefits of multi-
service acculturation. Further, they recommended that the Director, Joint Staff, confirm
combatant commanders' support for a shortened JPME Phase II course at the next
commanders' conference and determine what change to 10 U.S.C. 663 is deemed
necessary.

Navy Statement

The following comments address findings and recommendations pertinent to
Navy.

Findino A: Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Graduates.
DODIG found that in November 1997, there was a shortfall of 189 JPME Phase II
graduates in joint billets. Factors condributing to this shortfall were the timing of
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attendance, the assignment of Navy graduates to other than joint billets after course
completion, the empty seats caused by late withdrawals, and the throughput at the
Armed Forces Staff College due to its limited capacity. This shortage limited the level
of joint expertise required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

Four factors specifically contributed to this shortfall:

- Timing of attendance - in order to comply with CJCS instructions, officers being
sent to joint billets should attend JPME Phase II as early as possible;

- Navy assignment practice to joint billets - assigning AFSC graduates to non-
joint billets contributed to the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates filling JDAL
billets;

- Late withdrawals - late withdrawals of officers from the JPME Phase II
attendance list at the AFSC resulted in unfilled course seats;

- Limited capacity - the limited capacity of the AFSC was a significant factor in
the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates.

Navy Response: Concur, with comments. See actions taken in response to
recommendations Ala. Alb. Alc and A2. Defer action on A3 to Director, Joint Staff.

Recommendation A.1 .. : That the Chief of Naval Personnel; the Commander Air Force
Personnel Center; and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls and procedures to
maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed Forces Staff College en route to
a joint billet.

Navy Resonse: Concur. Navy will review and revise, as appropriate, all policies and
directives pertaining to follow-on joint duty assignment practices to emphasize
maximum use of Armed Forces Staff College quotas for those officers on permanent
orders to a joint duty assignment billet. A February 1997 policy has already been
established which prioritizes AFSC seating for the expressed purpose of capturing
officers on orders en route to joint activities. Anticipate completion of review by 30
September 1998.

Recommendation A.l.b.: That the Chief of Naval Personnel: the Commander Air Force
Personnel Center;, and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls and procedures to
schedule officers who attend the Armed Forces Staff College after reporting to their
joint assignments as early as possible within the first year of those joint assignments.

Navy Response: Concur. As indicated in response toA.I.a., the Navy has already
established an assignment policy to give high priority to those officem en route to or
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within their first year onboard joint activities. Navy will further establish procedures by
30 September 1998 to systematically contact joint activities to notify them of officers
lacking JPME Phase Ii, In order to aggressively pursue officers assigned within their
first year. This will be an ongoing coordination between Navy and the joint activities.

Recommendation A. i.c.: That the Chief of Naval Personnel; the Commander Air Force
Personnel Center; and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls and procedures to
aggressively use standby lists of alternate students to fill any seats vacated.

Noy Resmons: Concur. Navy will include these recommendations into the
establishment of procedures outlined in response to A.1.b. Expected completion is 30
September 1998.

Recommendation A.2.: DODIG recommend the Chief of Naval Personnel take steps
needed to ensure that more officers are assigned to joint billets following attendance at
the Armed Forces Staff College.

Nayw Response: Concur. Navy will additionally review assignment policy and
prioritization to ensure every effort is made to detail Armed Forces Staff College
graduates to joint activities to the maximum extent possible. Additionally, the recent
AFSC proposed changes to class size and composition will assist the Navy in optimal
utilization of our limited quotas. This review will be completed no later than 30
September 1998 pending approval of the FY99 Armed Forces Staff College class
schedule.

Findina B: Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Course Lenoth. DODIG found
that the AFSC JPME Phase 11 12-week course was too long and could be shortened
without sacrificing the quality of the education. A reduction in course length and an
added class would increase AFSC JPME Phase 11 graduates by approximately 200 to
225 students annually.

Navy Response: Concur. Defer specific response to Director, Joint Staff.

Recommendation B.1-: That the Director, Joint Staff, examine the curriculum and
determine how much the Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) Phase II course
can be shortened without diminishing the quality of joint education or diminishing the
desired benefits of multi-Service acculturation.

Navy Reusons: Defer action to Director. Joint Staff.

Recommendation B.2.a.: That the Director, Joint Staff, at the next combatant
commanders conference confirm that a reduction in JPME Phase It course length is
supported by the combatant commanders and is in the best interests of the joint
communiy.
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Navy Resonse: Defor action to Director, Joint Staff.

Recommendation B.2b.: That the Director, Joint Staff, at the next combatant
commanders' conference determine what change to Title 10, United States Code,
Section 663, is deemed necessary.

Nay Response: Defer acton to Director, Joint Staff.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
"JAOUARIERS UNIUT D STATES MARNE CORPS

WASHiNOTONR. CC EOE.177I

17
MEMORANDUM FOR THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE 1I (PROJECT NO. 7RB-90389

Ref: (a) DOD-IG Draft Evaluation Report (Project No. 7RB-9C38,
dtd 27 Feb 99

i. The following comments are submitted in response tc the
applicable "Recommendations for Corrective Action" listed in the
reference.

a. "Maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed
Forces Staff College en route to a joint billet."

Coanau--With few exceptions, we execute our assignments to joint
duty during the summer months. Consequently, all of our officers
who attend AFSC in an enroute status attend the class that begins
in June of each year. The Marine Corps has a quota for 15
officers in the June class. We fill as many of these quotas as
possible with officers who are enroute to their next duty station
(a joint assignment) immediately following graduation fron
Intermediate Service School (ISS). Unfortunately, we are often
limited in this, as noted in the reference, by parent
organizations whose requirements don't always coincide with our
own, and who are, more importantly, unwilling to accept a three
month gap in a position without the benefit of a turn-over. We
concur that we should maximize the practice of sending officers
to AFSC enroute and will continue to do so within the constraints
that arise from the particular requirements of the various joint,
parent organizations.

b. "Schedule officers who attend the Armed ?orces Staff College
after reporting to their jcint assignments as early as possible
within the first year of those joint assignments."

Concur--Although it has been our Intent to send lC0% of our
designated officers to JPME Phase II during the first year
following graduation from ISS, we have not always been able to do
so. Our principal hindrance has arisen from. joint organizations
who have not agreed to release officers to go to school during
the desired time-period. Because of needs of the organization,
many times these officers are not made available Lo attend AFSC
until the second year of their tour, or later. We will continue
to make every effort to schedule officers to AFSC during the
first year of assignment to joint duty again, within the very
real constraints imposed by the parent organizations.
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Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE I1 (PROJECT NO. 7RO-9030)

c. "Aggressively use standby lists of alternate students to fill
any seats vacated."

Con••r--We have in the past, and will continue in the future, to

aggressively use our stand-by list to ensure we fill as many of
cur quotas--and more, if possible--at AFSC. We currently have
allocations for 39 officers to attend the intermediate course and
6 to attend the senior course (total 45) annually. Attendance in
the past three academic years was as follows: AY95 - 48, AY96 -
46, AY97 - 48. During the first three sessions of AY98, we have
enrolled a total of 35 students. Assigned quotas to date total
34. Although, on occasion, we have been unable to fill seats in
a particular class, our aggressive use of our stand-by list has
enabled us to go after unfilled quotas from the other Services
during other classes. The net effect has been that in each of
the last three academic years we have sirpassed our total
allocation of officers attending AFSC. We are on track to do so
again this year.

2. Point of contact for this matter is Major C. E. Smith,
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, Officer Assignments Branch, DSN
224-5212/2740, commercial (703) 614-5211/2740.

A.MUTTER '
Deputy Chief of Staff ear
Manpoert and Resvo Af•fal•
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WEADOUARTEAS UNVWED #TATES AIR FORCE

WASMINGTON DO

7 .. AP• fl'•3

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITING OFFICE OF
THE INSPECTOR GENERAL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

FROM: HQ USAF/DP
1040 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1040

SUBJECT: DoD 10 Draft Report, Joint Professional Military Education Phase 11, 27 Feb 98,
Project No. 7RB-9038

This is in reply to your memorandurn requesting the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Financial Management and Comptroller) to provide Air Force comments on subject report.

The following comments are provided in regards to the draft reports recommendations:

a. Recommendation A.I.a. - Maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed
Forces Staff College en route to a joint billet: Concur with the intent; however, the Air Force is
maximizing the practice of sending officers en route TDY to AFSC. As the DoD report
indicated the "Air Force gives priority to officers who attend the AFSC TDY en route." We
continue to improve our overall percentage of officers attending en route and have improved by
three percent points over the ais three years. We will continue to send officers en route when
class dates correspond to their assignment reporting dates. However, overall en route
percentages are determined by assignment reporting dates and scheduled classes for which the
Air Force has very little control over.

b. Recommendation A.lI.b. -Schedule officers who attend the Armed Forces Staff
College after reporting to their joint assignments as early as possible within the first year of those
joint assignments: Concur with intent; however, the Air Force is sending 81 percent of their
officers to AFSC within their first year of therjoint assignment. The Air Force Personnel
Center continues to make this the second priority after those who attend enroute.

c. Racommendatio A.I.e. -Aggressively use standby lists of alternate students to fill
any seats vacated. Concur with the intent; however, the Air Force already complies with this Deleted
recommendation. The Air Force has aggressively used, and will continue to aggressively use, its
standby lists as referenced in the DoD draft report," Three of the four Services did not meet their

Golhdn Lqaay. Boundgrs Fainuw.. Yor Nation's Air Force
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quotas for filling seats...TIe Air Force made the most aggressive and effective use of its standby
Usk as evidenced by the Air Force Ming 100 percent of Its quota for academic year 1997 and
fling vacat et of other Services."

ROGA .LKAIJHARD
AftbMW " OguC hls of StWl,

cc:
SAF1FMF
SAF/MIM
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THE JOINT T1AFF
WA"S6"&N% DC

Reply ZIP Code: DJSM 553-98
20318-0300 Is May 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

Subject: Evaluation Report on Joint Professional Military Education Phase I!
(Project No. 7RB-9038)

1. As requested,' the Joint Staff has reviewed the draft DOD 10 report on
JPME Phase 11, following the 10 team's visit to the Armed Forces Staff College
(AFSC). The Joint Staff comments are enclosed.

2. Also enclosed are management comments on the draft report forwarded by
the President, National Defense University, and the Commandant, Armed
Forces Staff College.

3. The Joint Staff point of contact is Lieutenant Colonel Chine, USAF, J-7,
697-1264.

DENNIS C. BLAIR
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy
Director, Joint Staff

Enclosures

Reference:
S10IG DOD memorandum, 27 February 1998, sEvaluation Report on Joint

Professional Military Education Phase 11 (Project No. 7RB-9038)*
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ENCLOSURE

JOINT STAFF COMMENTS ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE I

1. The following are Joint Staff comments on three recommendations cited in
the Executive Summary, page U, Summary of Recommendations paragraph.

Rco,,wdefim a. Recommendation #1. The Director, Joint Staff, designate a single point
A.3 of contact to coordinate last minute JPME Phase II course substitutions for the

Armed Forces Staff College.

The action recommended on page Ui of the executive summary and page
9A.3 of the report has been taken and should be removed from the final report.
In the CJCSI 1800.01, February 1899, revision, "Chairman's Officer
Professional Military Education Policy.' (OPMEP), page C-Sd, Student Quota
Reallocation, J-7 Military Education Division is the single point of contact for
all quota allocations.

b. Recommendation #2. The Director, Joint Staff, examine the JPME
B.a. Phase II course and determine how much it can be shortened while still

maintaining the quality of joint education and achieving the desired benefits of
multi-Service acculturation.

(1) Concur. The Chairman's Process for Accreditation of Joint
Education (PAJEJ Team, as mandated in CJCSI 1800.01, is the process for
quality assessment of our joint programs. The PAJE accreditation visit to AFSC
was conducted in January 1998. The team of 15 educators Included members
frmm the Service's intermediate and senior level colleges, a DOD educational
representative, and an independent technical advisor. They reviewed AFSC's
strategic plans, curriculum, faculty and faculty development, and most
important the quality of meeting the OPMEP learning objectives. The final
report cited that AFSC was doing an excellent Job of meeting all learning
objectives. The Chairman officially accredited APSC on 20 March 1998, which
reaffirmed AFSC's program for a 5-year period.

(2) A Joint Staff led review is under way for all JPME objectives, course
length, faculty and instructive modes, in coordination with OSD and Service
representatives.

Enclosure A
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c. Recommendation #3. The Director, Joint Staff, confurm combatant
commanders' support for a shortened JPME Phase II course at the next B.2.
commanders' conference and determine what change to 10 USC 663 is deemed
necessary.

Concur. The Joint Staff is currently reviewing Chapter 38 or Title 10, USC,
which includes a section on the future of JPME Phase 11. The working group
recommendations will be coordinated with the combatant commanders.

2. D'Jete Page i, Executive Summary, Evaluation Results, third paragraph, last Revised
sentence; and page 5, Finding A, first paragraph, the last sentence: "The
shortage of trained officers In joint matters limited the level of expertise
required by the Ooldwater-Nichols Act (Finding A).' Do not agree that the level
of expertise is limited. The current figures from the JDAMIS Management
Report, 20 April 98, indicate JDAL positions are filled with 53 percent JSO's
and JSO nominees. We have 270 more JSO officers serving in JDAL positions
throughout DOD than required by the Ooldwater Nichols Act.

2 Enclosure A

43



Joint Staff Comments

Final Report
Reference

Draft DOD IG

1. hael. Zyahiation Results referenced paacs.

Pndmn A Ihntae oflain, Pafeauonal Mitkuv £dueatioo Phaaa It Gmaiuasm "In

November 1991, lbs. was & s&aetfefl of ISO JPW Phus. U graduates in joins billets.
Pactous wulha*ing to th.a ekwtfell were the tinting of aumadance, the asaigomers of
Navy paduatee to other than joins Wlaaa� the empty meats caused by late withdrawals, ansi
the Ilmaugyue at the Aimed Yates SlafTCoUep due In itu limited capacity. Abe
ahonas of JPME Phase 11-trained officers United the level o(joint expewtise reqwrd by
the Ooldwatar-Nichols Act."

�nmm� lie shortfall has nothing to do with AFSC capacity, but rather the taming of
ataasdmoe sad aimapmeat otweduatos to oUter than a joint bijiet. AFSCa annual output
.f 900 offIcers waUy meets the raqufremait if Services ensure raduasuse attend at the
proper date and 501st ajosiw assignment after graduation

2. Page�Para.2

�evised 2�ulnMig�Znihu2Th:AFSC JPME Phase II 12-week wuv�c Wa: too long and could
education

f�Qm3aaL The visiting DOT) JO members did aol review ur analyze th� t�intent of the
eurnculwn. Without this acnJtiny, any length of the couarse aid �quality oreduestion"
discussion goes beyond the realm otthe study. Note: I. Appendix A Evaluation

ceaa� Scope and Methodology, the sentence We did tax review or analyze the coswcnt
((the Whiz Phase U wmiscutumn" should follow she aentwe outlined above.

3 Page2

ZazuuLMildarz.Eiiimxmnhaci. "...ln 199ltbe intermediate cuursc was

mpanded so 12 weeks. Ia 1994, thu AFSC also expended the senior toursc to 32 weeks

�gu3a� As wilate., these aestiaces imply that AFSC made the decision to increase
the cowaelength. RaoommendrxphcewiththeMlowiag ¶. In 1991. aedirectedby
She iaim Staff *, APSC expanded the intermedimle course in 12 weeks Ia 1994. as
required by public law *, the AFSC also expanded the major course cmli weeks.

'DJSM444I thdSiune 1991

' Section 03 cItitle IOU S code required that not hoer than) immaary 1994, the
duration o(ths principal wwaa utinslnactiws at the Asmed Forces Staff CoUegc be not
less than them months in 6zratioa.
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4. IPIgeS.

ai~mm~.~jd~~~HjsJIfE~gL .... Th Goldwater-ihl t
nwrfiiwemem that 10 ofe~ othe JDAL billets mmt be filled by )SO$ or JSO naminees
Was not being Wa&."

CNuaMM: Recossmmaded fit clamity y* odwatrn-Niclan Act requires each Service
to asmur that approaamaely So percent *fJDAL billats we filled with JSCaX JSO
eaoamnmes or Caidta Ocetapatkigall Speciaaty (COS). Title 10, Sec 061 provides a break
duwa dfemo ciagos (7.11 percent --JOWsJVU unsw end 12.5 parcal (XS
I4DL/AFSC annual quontas arm based os 37.5 percen of the IDAL.

1S Page 6:

LaiaLAaUSM&g First pan line 5 sdaes ... Howevear limite capacity at fth
APSC prechaded am offloera "VWne to JOat bilasta Chrn St ing tv the IME Phase 11
cours; TDY =route. Offloas who ulamd the AFSC TOY an route subsuqumnty count
as JPLUS Phasme U gradmats forthe tbeatire 30-ontb joint tour. In aaemic ysear996.
264 Oflittell (30 peramt) who completed 1MB Phas 11 at the ArVSC were TDY mn routs
k omidermic year 1997,220 (33 pw%;wAs) were TOY. on ri."

Con at. Ailthomgb ArFSC caa only asheath 300 atudents per clnass, the problem with Revised
TDY eaoute statistics Ia" rothig to do with AFSC capacity but rather services
assipjmeatpolicies The June class, which should be tilled by the Services entirely with
TOY en roote officers to capitaize on ISS gradutiuams. was filled oas .62 percent TDY en
route raue The Sqelshrbe,. isnuey, and Maids classe have been filled at a 14 pea cen
cute The problm lim. sevics aaaspwme priorities nuat APSC capacity. APSCas
capacity wil eaaily support a *70 parcowi inaaa TOY on route raue vice the current 33
puem eanmi Mae, but the Services MUsn the oficrsn TOY en route, to acheve thai
rate

TJIWi d~D~mAmdaM First live line 4 states .. teoptimally, officer, should
comrpleto their joint edssceticir pori to or within the firsm yeou of their joint

Second pama list 7 staea Services and join activities arm required to acliedule and
relusfe Oird offcer fut course amendamsse asi early in their joint tours as possible within
the firmt year...."

C.boxamm: Time first peragraph sawes that is; rqis pma if officers attend during their first
yew where* the incommd pargraph metioned istaed that it is arequirement These two
PWWaPhsam iste iteOa"e.

0. Pugje7.

Fondityn A. Shrartan, of Joint Ptofesuianal M;Iitwus Lductimiti PhmsI llfjrifidea:

-. Altbow* CX3ICS lnrutsan 13W000I authorizes the presdent of the National Defense

45



joint Staff Comments

Final Report
R~efiorenco

IUniviersiy wo mneflornie tmsilld usivmrity, spaces. that "ee .f control is got prsoticaj,
and organizations isava Wed ine the scheduling process stated it was not clear whichi office

adjudiemi shW questiun of move. issfilled billets t=ornwa Novice to soother. "

Cg'i. AV.%Srvica we auhoriaed to turn their uaflitlu qotas irn to the J.7 [ir
disiribution to the ueb Sehwim Wasicessary. 11w sluieant no fotala was pcovdad by
the C4lla 3eossuree MeaeepW, h the past fth Servime have atilized thiz permaduare
whow uwanme qul e euei additiuna *lwa All .tthase reqets wire
woAsed peninsmiy by 14VRf Mo4k formaly of tie 1.7.

7. Paste?

ICimitied.oaac. "Thcepapeiy oftm MrsP was a sjignificant Ehetor n the shortage oft
JPMr PhaseII gidAwos Low isibmhW of .1 offier "gase d to joirit billets hut
auedw 5PM! Phaem 11-

CMUM Sisrvece assijtantent policies not APSC capact~y am. the cauxe of WM1E
gradunate "nfagw. AP.SC was dreftood by Congress to produce Phase 1t educated
offices (ISO nominees). Waldwatcr-Nictwts Ao~ requires s"Ac Service to ensure that
approximettaly 30 percent of JAL billets are #Utld whith JSOs ISO nmisnees. or Critical
Ogripittionil Spedfaty (CUS). Title 10, Sac 661 provies a brek doim of esch catemorny
(37. 5 pwsoart .-JOWJSO nome and 12.5 pecwn -COS). NWU/AV~SC aj=Wn quotax arc
ba~dsd m37.5 peceeoufftheJVAL

px~v,7 9 Pap 11:

Ihe~i~~nazm "A XaI uf thi program Wis maximiw* the, number acT olflcers who go

rqW= Although one goat wee specifically iderlified. the progam wim established F'or
a number ofrUnoft. (1) Iprove 'WlY a routir (2) umpove quality ortire issues (3)
improve togheica support And (4) improve administrative prqarstion. It &hould be noted
the Pile Pn.,ana officially owaed wkth the Mau 97 claws although c~ordiation had been
wmakilW fa sarvaral moniths; prior to the offcia SMa data

1UTh TDV so mure percesntae for the Jun W99 clam *as 42% en soute and the
overal percesg orM the entire acdemic yerwa we'.

*Ixproved Raaity of le issue: Prior to the program,. theme was; a subtania number
of etudwas who wore aoitried uf their class; sasig~nmen at the las mnuite causing a

Jack otpssparadiom prior to cming to the course sand dimcuohies making himily
untsmprnUs ~r their (wily meiabw Sin" the immpliei~atutkmn ortka program,
into rndea 40fificatione have deermee from 3St% (97.2lV2S) so 12%L ("tIlV1IS)

* Iprve logist%-cal sspa odiastiono Prior so be AMlu Progam there wasea
euAR*ehr of firem s aeach class vobs; reported to AFSC ..peeing to attend clais
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withoN"h PMOW SevyiCC aaithun aaso nd apselting tobea placed in a elms seat In
P" ~ the Musaadws ~win ccepted at AlF.W becuse the docunentation was poorly

kept of ao"Wgi5St which~ masd it diliciuli in tlartciritg the policy am to admit the
MNudm 1`111AOeru Oe 1`1101 P11Ugrau Weardy dosMuSt the GOUtdlinatilin and it also

properly idowllis doe atudents to anwil ASYC in sAdkilox w keeping% all coscerned
partues i.e. Cmmonands. *Ae Services sad AMW isitiood of sey lJar minuS. caftnos
andl why doe Awneaeaoured. 3mwu dhe implementation a veto Permoit walk-in rate
liur 974113S A WIVIS1 has hean achieved lkudealr anditheir commoands m
wotfied earlier oflmk prqeued amatndanc giste messages arc coordinated with the
Commnads 120 days prior so the atsM oftleas this allows the commantd to better plan
Sbr their effice'. astaces whon tiny am sammdin school.

Impaqroved Administrutive fropeuioam Simc the halmeiainorthe Pilot Program
slie administrative Wperviladm Jor doa "tuab has beca. asuramlised and holicoved.
The modal's semtiliar waiumgnmeat. namintags. d" stripe. wid school rustas aue
propare in advance as upposed to the lasit mniae. The students assignment to the
toempomuy Student O~ic Quartes are coordinated and finalized sooner In the pau1
thenseat~ivsi werc occurrin In ofm to cus the Firiday prior bi the starl of clas.
With the implementation orthe Pilot Program theme activities arc vomplsted on the
avegs 2 weeks prior to the stan of class

Lately, the Villot Prollram can only improve if all penart are taking an active role If&
student isassiugned Io, a command, this Service has no control as to whether or not the
studal will actually ripe frw class because it is up wo the commnand to actually releasec
the studom to stod AFSC

9 VaW 9 A 1. 'We recommencd IMe Director, Joint Staft in order to reduce latcPgee
wiiids~rwali; aid prv, em -aso at th Paget 10fwodMltr FuanPae1
courses st the Armed Forces Sull College. designate a single poiwt of contact to
coordinate las mainute, sobsiltutions.Y

Continhnt: The Services already work through one Wsitge POC at J-7 wheii dcalings with
the tudenquotas The Serviceswurk very hard In filling all of**e qucitas as represented
by the curent classdate- Class "1.21 had a quota ur137 widdthe suual till was 141 and
Class 99-2S had a qutal ur)2 and thea act"a was 32. Thei Services wre uulizing their
stand-by rosters, bit the bottomn Line is. If lb. commandls do oat release thc student then
Oth asa wiU to unfiled

10 Page IQ: Page 11I

bslntgL. -The AM;C JPME phase 11 12-week course was too tong and could be Revised
ahortaned withocut uutffsdsg the qtaliY Otthe educal I....

r.MMMg: This asamlios wax not suppasad, by sany analysis or bctual data in your
repw The curriculum was not discussed during your visit and therefore could not have
beun adequately analyzed o mtake 6111slarenO"
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Page 11 |1. page 10.

Course Lenth Could Ie Shorte ..... No Ionger do students arive at the AFSC with
Revised limited knowlede ofjoint opeations as they did in the past. An unquntifiable number

of mndeats have bee= exposed tojointness through participation in joint operations
ranging fron Operation Deser Storm to Operation Joint Endeavor in Bosnia....

.n=l : These staemens are unfounded. IncomInS students we tested via & pretest,
which measures application of these issues. Traided data (from as far back as 1994 to
the present) indicate the average pretest score is 4S percent, suggesting students coming
flrom JPME I have NOT me a broad knowledge ofjoint issues. The question of
Phase I student competencies has been discussed by faculty and leaders in both the Phase
I and If schools, and it is apparent that additional testing instruments should be developed
to measure constructs such as outgoing Phase I knowledge or incoming Phase I1
knowledge.

Additionally on the end-of-class survey students are asked about the amount of
review of Phase I material they received in Phase 11 (See Graph I). Consistently students
said they either were satisfied with the amount ofreview material (opinions ranged from
60 to 73 percent) OR would like to see it increased (opinions ranged from I I to 24
percent). Th percentage of students who would like to see review decreased is usually
higher with students atncoding June to September, who ofien come to AFSC directly from
Phase I schools. Data generated from students themselves indicae that over 80 percent
of AFSC graduates think the amount of review is about right or would like to see it
increased.

Graph I
phase 1 Matierial savlw(Stvdiet Fedbachk)

b.aE:#III

14-t 6-4 6.1 1O8 9T. 91 W

Page 11 12. Page 10.

Comh~ant Conmand RU~nses: "Personnel at all nine combatant commands reported
the lPME Phase II program at the AFSC was too long. While the combatant commands
did not want to sacrifice the quality of joint education provided at the APSC, all nine
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= imnad indicated the currma 12-week JrME Phase 11 MO.,. could be sbootaed to
"mae"i Weeks, WNW Ail malfealaing The slo quality fotiln ueduaton."

Comm~*W 10o~ 11114`111i withA a aydma AFSCIs oduuatiwWe
4*911113 d 00 akUM I~AIAmEApit 0& Naemafl APPew beonad to xpc of the

Cuy Med Ma A*PoNed by wadsuly

is. NPaaS. Page 12

~.z..Binu WhMeAI3Cpathissak swVI9ing jolin billeto, and jupavisatw of
V"radua 41 *A C~asai Cuwnands and doe Juim Staiwre wat itaviewed. 74 percentt
"leiatdk JPV4 Fhemr1 the AIMC weetallug NO d %OWIM wsw objaxime could be

attaied m shon pwid od .. ..... M AFIC will flow ke~ude a queatlop about
awn ANV~t is ther- or1 all radiosal asd ftk auperviawi -

CnqMuwMW As tWR&W ofviaiting mcmbwa oftihe DOD Ifi tcan Urn Assessment
Divisan asmttafftad a saw questiom that was added to the end-or-ela',' survey
distributaed to moudemt when they hoew completd "h Phase I, progjam The question
askod the mtodemts what Urny thoujght*A lengt of the phase 11 program should be. Sixty-.
six Prmant (75 moudemt) o tht CIO's 951 stiudents Stabed &We lngth should be left as it,
12 weeka. (Sm Otaph 2) Com enats morn aludewt Inldegd, -1 ajee She le h of the
pOw1m a iasaswy 114AOIOWPVEA fir muat 0(1k. courses there is WAY Too ?4U(H
Gontel %imeW aX., itas is TlWO shoul he IMINVAIC &moo study, ftey really dfwe the
1100613 1ow1fe." 'KAqI Program le uts 14 redu delibeate planningo Jan"lices

mulints.,lioaiaoaLwesra~in."en T. enthI..hTher s pleny orlime in
the camw WNed to Uawn bette use niavailale time.- in tamt, several ftudents agree
that voaeo lengh should he loaceseed to 13 or 15 weeks giving such rrasons as, 'Must
iftlude mown diwamioin ormuhinationat and pea" auppoll operaonj :s olitionwailiar
is a l*Aif of life.." -More emphasis on service capabilities and axseset" and "I thin~k the
flnai enercifs cuuid be tosngt hed to allow the development of the process and products.-

Graph 3
The overall length of the Jcsos class shouild be:

J4j 25 *

She""e KWp As Is Lse

Simila to the end otLdas IeVIy "eMUD WISr. student HillthUe course length
Who about ugh,. the Graduate end Shvetvw isanSrvey (administered s6i months lolluwjn#
graduation) dats Indicatei that JCSOS's crialnwlur is useful to both the graduate$ and
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their uPWviaI (0rap 3). KePi$ in mind hL APSC's giduaes am asvd to Lwor
ming ditIwmt ANIom1 0m`1 i0. J-I, J-2, ..J-9. h are very high results. A review or
wrgMQ1 CMN t 4Wage ISOn Several w years was W4oadcted and tbo following general
Macomba can be made

I. v'wen D dl wiuk I uol sailized ma paniculu job. the
Vduas finds "An c sejois pnas aiilised at AFSC.

2. Studens o, Am will conie dbo tis was a pod c•aU while rwrey
stm* k was abad cml .

3 Only am shudat mtald Oa the cmw was too iuelg.

Graph 3
"SHow Useful IS The JCSOS

Curriculum?"
r".d

.. .. . .. . ..... . .. .~+I.. o o.o o..
!... ...... ... .... ...........

Page 12 14. Pge It.

'IniDLiaCourse L, an, mad km uhi.nf - A rmeulosa in the coause lwgth
too She curent ii weekb ha Sw 9 weals wmud rcauu ia on ilamcan in production time.
omala would be able toue thlir joist offers• for ae of their ktors ."

Camillo: Coue leh IhoudM rot be addressed without wAeanlive review and
eielysis ofthb cuuwml .

Page 12-13 I V. ll.t2.

Ielducnw Ciam IJLea Idnl' ra'Ind zwbm'j: "Additionally, a reduction in
course lsq would allow sh AFSC iso its t mhbe uEIPIwlo If intem1ediate
claams "m fe' W lfve Par yar."

-Agn Iw Course g* shsould mobe addressed without ulladivo teview and
analysis of the curiculum.

It. Page 12
Page 13
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b~ie~am lujAffaimiu:TMh Services would have lower per diem costs. Page 13
MocudliW ludWia ad meal uilOWWme for eah 3PWI Phase 11 Miet.ia fedwacrg the
marsee klthi to I wudji would reduce overull per diem comt by 3 1.529 per person

3'6- adfiq amosw do"a of 200 "o 2211 OMfc~i to lbs Aumm Forces Staff College
schedule M20 wwiM 90l realize SM00000 to 775.000 irl Sands put t bet*. UK
WUWAUY b 18 tformc dbIOW~ per diem costa. The smount wmul be somewha t reduced
bY the addidMl tnVuepttm or 5195,000W t 107,000 sammAaly (approxiaaasfily 34 75)
and Wwould r ma I ands put 00 huar use. thu mount OfIS93.000 to 1610,00. sumed

OD Ille PuWu Years D9easa Plats (FYVDP) OWa MMn~ snunt from 13A millo to $4.1
mailhom fr DOD om aE 67mrgsW Tte overall amww ofteducod atrpAditurm
would be imajd if lsourew ere retaod 109 webS lu dtead vm I Anrduction
in ous heg 10401109 16e411s would remk IN And& Put t better usM mn the amIAMI Of
S1E.3,0000o 3259.00 .weaellycoauiduiag bute par diem ont andadditional
traftipauima. eoat. Oen Appedix D 1b nw detabl. *

Cmmaa- Ihi stdy, did o nt hoeporse say cumckulunt aoalyses, to determine quality
versus quantity issues Thawifbrc. the prerniso (shorened without sacuifiacing the quality
of education) rar determining the fiscal econmies is not valid Cost saving can be
realized at Owe expense Of ggalively imfySctiol tha quality ofeduvdsion
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF. U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND
(USCINCPAC)

CAMP N.M. SMITH, HAWAII 081 -40228

5040

IG Ser: 12
22 Apr 98

To: Director. Readiness and Logistics Support Directorate, Office of the Inspector
General, Department of Defense, 400 Army Navy Drive, Artlington, VA 22202-
2884

Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE II (PRO.JoFCT NO 7RB.9038)

Ref: (a) DoD IG Draft of Proposed Evaluation Report, 27 Feb 98

1. Concur with the findings and recommendations in ref (a) report.

2. We wish to provide the following comments:

a. Finding A - Shortage of JPME Phase II graduates.

(1) USPACOM has numerous non-JPME II graduates filling joint billets. Many of
these officers will depart our command without completing Phase II. Some incoming
personnel do not meet requirements of the JSO billet. This command has experienced
some problem over the last three years getting qualified JSOs to fill JSO-designaled
billets. Asking the Services to request a waiver to assign a non-JSO to a JSO-
designated billet or moving the JSO designation to another billet is not appropriate;
training the right number of officers with the right skills is appropriate.

(2) Recommend the Services select officers to attend Phase II based on the skills
required of JSO billets. For example, do not send an Air Force personnel officer to
Phase II when there Is no requirement for an Air Force personnel officer JSO billet.

(3) Strongly support the recommendation of a single POC to identify last-minute
fills for late withdrawals. Many officers In this command are prepared to respond with
minimum notification.

b. Finding B - JPME Phase II course length. Strongly agree with shortening the
course without diminishing the quality of education. We have made that
recommendation three times over the put three years. based on feedback from
graduales. WWile there Is concern that this will take congressional action, it is now time
to pursue congressional authority in order to fine-tune this important course and
conserve valuable resources.
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Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE II (PROJECT NO. 7RS-9038)

c. Additional Point We recently became aware of an AFSC proposal to change
the Phase II course from four clasaes a year to three. We have expressed our
concerns to the Joint Staff JI and J7. Four other joint commands support our
concerns.

(1) The proposed AFSC change will result in canceling the September 1998 class
and the loss of 240 seats with no apparent plan to absorb the loss.

(2) Changing the June class to July will force some officers to take leave
depaiiing IS$.4evs school, and #.,y mu'..' s,;v ,ioo wiihin 6ve cays of graduation,
but are not allowed to sign Into AFSC until three days prior to classes beginning.

(3) The AFSC proposal is in direct conflict with some of the recommendations
made in referenced DoD IG draft report.

3. POC* are COL Shepherd (DIG) and COL Colaw (J.11) at DSN 477-5101 or 477.
1369, respectively.

JOSEPH E. DEFRANCISCO
Lieutenant General, USA
Deputy Commander in Chief/

Inspector General

2
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MAin.LAIR MOA3.FLW.A 21SIOt

ccIO 27 Marge

1GM0W'JXD M FM3 IDOD 10. ATfIN. CA?? LAWMO

1. CCO...o., with d thepl eq e ft arm e =mmml pobw ew wish to king toYour macstin.
but we comw with meb of**e SAdlap.

I. lhaingf A.. Shortage of 3fl PhaseD1 gradauas.

a. COMM=- there Is 4111101W of SF14Praw U padusats as ocmpered with join billets.
Hlowewe. U3CINTCM has Wo W90t40DuY exPereuuDO Problems filling Joint CrlIcal billets
with Joi st peeaty Offuer (ISO)

b. Cone. wIth tscommeAnatong fateomwthe acton. lending ofcters to the Armed Forme
Staff Collge rout esoU t IDJ let aUM AW in offier 61 ithin third d~f11 Ifis yeoSjobut
msiuwme wil maximize bhe offi cesr' zibuton to OAiS Gomma"d

3. FhNding a. SF34M 9 Guse length.

a.Cows. with FisdinSD. OME Phi. U3 aowe Was&h Thi commnand is in favor of
se0ducigth cours wangNOh to eithe eight or miu weeks. Raducing the legth of th course will
incGas the due em satis and the PrOduslyhy ofW the M C~e eoffiuero Additionally, Wdine

dohe ckass "Aig th eayr will sfignficantY Inceas the macbe of offices thot can be trained
mJS0s.

b. Cow. wit 6he ueomm "ioae hr eaofftivw acts pertanin to Finding D. The
amuse ~ ~ so mam besvee1% eeu the aSOW a=septabe Ganse lwagt and recommnwded

4. FOC for this uties is Col Huse, CCJI-DbNNW Of MOOPOWw mad PersoWnel 813-321-5363.

General
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Evaluation Team Members

This report was prepared by the Readiness and Logistics Support Directorate, Office of the
Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD.

Shelton R. Young
Lieutenant Colonel Gary L. Williams, United States Army
Major Robert D. Gibson, United States Air Force
Judith A. Heck
Pamela Steele-Nelson
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